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Response to Comment C35-36
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Health Effects
Associated with Dust Emissions in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-37
In response to the portion of the comment expressing concern about
growth inducement in San Diego, please refer to the Master Response
on Other – Growth Inducement Analysis in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

The IID/SDCWA water transfer will not determine the blend of water
(Colorado River, SWP water, or other water sources) that is delivered
from MWD to SDCWA. The MWD/SDCWA Exchange Agreement does
provide that the water delivered to SDCWA shall be at least as good as
the water delivered by SDCWA to MWD, and may be of better quality,
at MWD's discretion. Regardless of whether the Exchange Agreement
is in effect, the blend of water delivered by MWD to SDCWA is
determined by the MWD Board of Directors. MWD maintains that it is
not required to provide any particular blend of water to its member
agencies, and in some past years SDCWA has received almost
exclusively Colorado River water. The composition of the blend of
water that MWD delivers to SDCWA, therefore, will not be determined
by the IID/SDCWA water transfer, but instead by whatever, if any,
blending policy MWD may have at a given time. The commenter states
that as a condition of the transfer MWD should be required to blend
Colorado River water with SWP water at some particular level.
However, since MWD maintains that it can set blending policy at its
discretion now, it would appear unreasonable that MWD should be
required to give up that discretion as a condition of the water transfer.

Response to Comment C35-38
With regard to the commenter's region of influence comments,
including comments regarding impacts to Mexico, refer to the response
given for Comment C35-24. With regard to Table 3-1, this table is a
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Response to Comment C35-38 (continued)
guide to Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS rather than a summary of impacts (refer to Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary, Draft EIR/EIS for a summary of significant impacts and
associated mitigation measures). Where "potential impacts" are noted in the table, the reader is referred to the appropriate geographic subregion in the referenced impact section for a
detailed discussion of impacts.

With regard to the comment on air quality impacts from the exposed Salton Sea bed in the CVWD and MWD service areas, California is divided geographically into air basins for the
purpose of managing the air resources of the state on a regional basis. An air basin generally has similar meteorological and geographic conditions throughout. For this reason, the air
quality impacts would generally be confined to the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB), which does not include the MWD service area. Air quality impacts could be experienced in the CVWD
service area; for this reason, the previous Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to reflect this concern. This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.0, Table 3.1, under
Section 4.2,Text Revisions.

The Proposed Project will not be growth-inducing in the CVWD service area because CVWD will receive transferred water for the sole purpose of offsetting the existing overdraft of its
groundwater basins. The transferred water supplies will be used to improve the Coachella Valley's ongoing groundwater overdraft condition. In 1999, the overdraft was estimated to be
approximately 136 KAFY. Water transfers under the QSA would result in changes in water deliveries to CVWD of up to 155 KAFY. This additional water resulting from the QSA will be
used solely to offset the Valley's existing groundwater overdraft. New conveyance facilities to deliver transferred water to CVWD would not be required.

Response to Comment C35-39
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment C35-40
A description of the rationale and criteria for the various impact
designations is given in the detailed discussions for the respective
impacts, which can be found in Section 3.1.4, Impacts and Mitigation
Measures, in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-41
Comment noted. The term 'constituent of concern' (COC) is defined in
the Acronyms and Glossary section of the EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-42
The comment correctly notes discrepancies in the Draft EIR/EIS
between flow values used in the report text and flow values used in the
IIDSS modeling. As the commenter correctly surmises, these
differences arise from small differences in the time periods used by the
authors of the main body of the Draft EIR/EIS in describing flow
volumes delivered to IID and the 12-year period used in the modeling.
While these inconsistencies are noted, they do not compromise either
the construction of the model or the correctness of values presented in
the Draft EIR/EIS.

Among the analyses performed by the EIR/EIS team were analyses of
IID cropping patterns and water use. During the modeling period, it
appears that the intensity of irrigation increased within the IID. Because
the irrigated land was in crop production a greater percentage of the
time, annual water demands increased per unit area at the same time
that the IID/MWD conservation program was being implemented. In
addition to this more intensive land use, shifts in cropping were
observed to crops that produce higher economic returns, but have
higher water demands. The net impact of these changes in cropping
was the apparently paradoxical situation of an increase in IID water use
at the time when the IID/MWD program was being implemented. Year
1992 was the year of the white fly infestation that led to an abrupt
reduction in IID water consumption, which tends to reduce average
estimates of water use (including 2002), while raising estimates of
water use efficiency. All of these factors combine to present the
appearance of higher IID use of water and lower efficiency in this use.
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